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This research examines critically Toni Morrison's use of the fantastic in her 
first novel The Bluest Eye (1970). This aspect of Morrison's text did not 
receive due attention in the critical reception of the novel. In fact, the term 
'fantastic' appears nowhere in the ever-expanding bibliography of Morrison's 
oeuvre in general and The Bluest Eye in Particular. This aspect, instead, is 
treated under other headings like characterization or dialogue and epistolary 
elements. This research, therefore, addresses Morrison's fantastic in The Bluest 
Eye through the critical methodologies of the leading contemporary theorists of 
the fantastic, notably; Tzvetan Todorov and Rosemary Jackson. Because these 
theorists align the fantastic with the act of reading, this research invokes a wide 
range of reader's response, deconstructive, and phenomenological approaches 
in its reading of the inherent, and subversive, ambivalence of Morrison's 
fantastic. Morrison uses the fantastic in The Bluest Eye as a textual space 
where reader's response and expectation are negotiated to break the passive 
pattern of the process of reading and pushes her reader to actively engage in the 
production of meaning. 
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At the conclusion of her first novel, The Bluest Eye 
(1970), Toni Morrison cites the fantastic as the only 
possible way for her protagonist Pecola Breedlove to 
exist in a land where the “soil is bad for certain kinds 
of flowers” (Bluest Eye 186). Morrison uses the 
fantastic for its subversive potential, to quote 
Rosemary Jackson "'turn over'  'normal' perceptions 
and undermine 'realistic' ways of seeing," and erases 
the “rigid demarcation of gender and of genre." (48) 
On two interrelated, but separated, occasions, 
towards the conclusion of The Bluest Eye, Morrison 
incorporates the supernatural but in a highly 
ambiguous context. When the little black girl Pecola 
Breedlove asks the fortuneteller Soaphead Church for 
a new pair of blue eyes the latter, shortly after her 
departure, declares, in a queer prayer letter to God, 
that " I, I have caused a miracle. I gave her the eyes. I 
gave her the blue, blue, two blue eyes." (Bluest Eye 
163). The reliability of this statement, and therefore 
the supernatural act it epitomizes, remains 
questionable as the reader has no clue to whatever 
happened to Pecola till the final pages of the novel 
where Pecola is shown as marveling at her new blue 
eyes in the mirror while engaging in a fervent 
stichomythia-like exchange with an unnamed friend 
about them. But this does not qualify for a 
confirmation of Soaphead's supernatural act because 
the inherently monological nature of Pecola's 
dialogue and the highly ambivalent friend detain the 
reader in a temporary hesitation as to what to make of 
this.  
By making the reader's hesitation the defining 
characteristics of the fantastic Morrison gives 
primacy to the reader and the reading act over the 
supernatural. The fantastic, in The Bluest Eye, 
adumbrates in the act of reading rather than in the 
materiality of the supernatural as narrated event. This 
stance is similar to Tzvetan Todorov's 
reconceptualization of the fantastic in his ground-
breaking book The Fantastic: a Structural Approach 
to a Literary Genre (1970). For Todorov, as for 
Morrison, the fantastic as a literary genre is defined 
by the " hesitation experienced by a person who 
knows only the laws ofnature, confronting an 
apparently supernatural event" (25( Although this 
'hesitation' is essentially a disruption in the act of 
reading, it is never an interpretive crux because it 
occurs on the level of basic cognitive comprehension 
rather than hermeneutic interpretation. Faced with a 
highly de-contextualized supernatural event reader 
hesitates between a natural and a supernatural 
explanation of this event. This hesitation, according 
to Todorov, requires the the world of the text where 
the supernatural event is narrated should operate 
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according to the rational laws of real human beings, 
the reader must reject poetic and allegorical 
interpretations of this event, and, quite optionally, 
this hesitation may be experienced by a character in 
the text and, consequently, be of some thematic 
presence. (33) 
Morrison's fantastic fulfils the first two conditions 
strictly but keeps silent on the third. The world of 
The Bluest Eye is shaped by the rules of formal 
realism characteristic of the novel genre. The world 
where Pecola lives and suffers is historically verified 
as the year 1941 in Loraine, USA. The novel proper 
starts with the following temporal marker: "Quite as 
it's kept, there were no marigolds in the fall of 1941." 
(Bluest Eye 10) This functions to distance Pecola's 
narrative into a real historical context. That world is 
too naturalistic and can afford no room for the 
irrational and the supernatural. It is a world governed 
by environmental conditioning and heredity, forces 
that shape a highly racialized and materialistic 
society that reproduces the spirit of America at that 
particular historical moment. Patrice Cormier-
Hamilton (115), for instance, claims that The Bluest 
Eye serves as an example of “black naturalism” and 
in the character of Pecola, Morrison most 
emphatically “incorporates the naturalist theme of the 
‘waste of individual potential’ due to environment 
circumstances.” 
Although the supernatural is not probable in such a 
world, its occurrence would, most probably, be open 
to symbolic and allegorical interpretations in that it is 
set to urge the reader to go beyond its literal meaning 
far into the semantic and symbolic texture of the 
narrative itself. But such a possibility is completely 
ruled out in The Bluest Eye because Morrison 
employs inherently ambivalent 'supernatural' events. 
The supernatural act occurs only as narrated event 
but its context and agency remain highly unreliable. 
This would never allow the reader to slip into the 
dark hole of interpretation by keeping him/her 
entrapped at the literal level of the meaning. The 
reader does not question the happening of the 
supernatural event but is puzzled over the issue of 
how to re-align, or more accurately re-integrate, it in 
the pattern of meaning he/she has already established 
in the act of reading.  
Although Soaphead's miracle and Pecola's marveling 
at her new blue eyes in the mirror are wide open to 
symbolic interpretations, the reader can never go this 
direction unless he/she can pass a categorical 
decision on their literalness as material happening. 
Todorov considers this decision-making as the point 
at which the reader exits the fantastic. The reader 
opts for one solution or another; he/she either 
rationalizes the supernatural event to make it comply 
to the logic of human world or accept the event as 
supernatural. Todorov calls the former the uncanny 
and the latter the marvelous. (41) Critics (Chiefly; 
Suranyi 15, Peach 34, Duvall 28-30)  and readers of 
The Bluest Eye unanimously exit the fantastic 
towards the uncanny, basing their judgement solely 
on the unreliability of Soaphead and Pecola. It would 
be logical to assume that the traumatized Pecola after 
such suffering and rape has descended into split 
personality and eventually madness. So she is quite 
delusional in the mirror scene. Similarly, Soaphead is 
unreliable as he is a fortune-teller. He is also a 
delusional personality who is obsessed by queer 
notions of himself as a god and hater of humanity.  
In the case of Soaphead's supposed miracle, almost 
all the critical literature supports an 'uncanny' 
reading. Critics, as readers, tend to rationalize this 
supposed miracle in terms of symbolism and 
interpretive patterns. One classic example of this 
tendency is the set piece on Soaphead Church by 
Gena Elise Chandler in The Toni Morrison 
Encyclopedia (82-3). She works hard to rationalize 
this queer situation by taking Soaphead himself and 
Pecola's desire for a pair of blue eyes to be purely 
symbolic of the desire "to be loved." But when it 
comes to the supposed miracle Chandler, in a gesture 
typical of much of the critical literature on this issue,  
offers two contradictory rationalizations: Literally, 
Soaphead deceives the already disturbed Pecola "with 
the belief that she has blue eyes." Symbolically, the 
letter he writes to chastise God demonstrates nothing 
but "his ability to give her, and other little girls, the 
love that they want." But Chandler further contradicts 
her symbolic interpretation by casting Soaphead as 
mad and disturbed on an equal level with Pecola. So 
how can a mad person trick and give love on that 
grand scale? 
Logically, the uncanny, in this issue, is based on the 
premises that Soaphead is either a deceiver or mad 
person or, at worse, both. Unfortunately, Morrison 
herself does not support this view of Soaphead. In an 
interview in The Washington Post (as Qtd. In Lister 
25) Morrison said the following on Soaphead's 
function: ‘‘I had to have someone who could give her 
the blue eyes. And there had to be somebody who 
could, who had the means; that kind of figure who 
dealt with fortune-telling, dream-telling and so on, 
who would also believe that she was right, that it was 
preferable for her to have blue eyes.’’ Assuming that 
Morrison is talking factual, it would be quite logical 
that she accepts the materiality of the act of giving, 
i.e., miracle. Her emphasis on the extraordinary 
psychic qualifications of seems to support this 
assumptions. This provided incentive for critics and 
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readers to view Soaphead in the light of the African 
spiritual tradition but with no word on the materiality 
of the supposed miracle of the blue eyes gift. In her 
study Toni Morrison and the Idea of Africa, La Vinia 
Delos Jennings describes Soaphead as a Caribbean 
medium, diviner, and Houngan. He is a synthesis of 
an Anglican priest and the African traditional priest. 
Although he received education into Anglican 
priesthood, Jennings finds that his "communal trade" 
is a mixture of Caribbean beliefs of Voudoun and his 
West Indies matrilineal inheritance. (146) Jennings 
works painstakingly to document this claim by going 
into the metaphysical technicalities of such primitive 
religious practices to interpret the various aspects of 
Soaphead's personality and behavior. The text of the 
novel provides substantial clues to validate this 
reading. Commenting on Soaphead's profession the 
authorial voice underpins 'dread' as the foundation of 
his psychic practices: "His business was dread. 
People came to him in dread, whispered in dread, 
wept and pleaded in dread. And dread was what he 
counseled." This identifies Soaphead and his 
practices with aboriginal religious practices, notably 
African and West Indies. Unlike Christianity, dread 
as fear and terror of the holy/supernatural is an 
attribute of the medium/human agency as well as the 
divine, and hence the human medium is called 
diviner in such religions because he or she is blessed 
with extraordinary gifts to communicate and be the 
medium for the divine or higher powers to manifest 
itself in the human world. Soaphead combines the 
diviner and the shaman in his figure. He is a medium 
and healer at the same time. His business card 
advertises this status: “If you are overcome with 
trouble and conditions that are not natural, I can 
remove them; Overcome Spells, Bad Luck, and Evil 
Influences. Remember, I am a true Spiritualist and 
Psychic Reader, born with power, and I will help 
you." (Bluest Eye 157) This part reflects the West 
Indies and African religious inheritance in Soaphead 
for these are the powers and duties of the diviner and 
the shaman. The next part cuts this with devastating 
sense of irony as it starts with the commercial 
epithets of quality assurance "Satisfaction in one 
visit" and closes with "Satisfaction guaranteed.” 
(Bluest Eye 157) Although these catch phrases are 
used to confer a semblance of professionalism on 
Soaphead's career, the undercurrent of debasing 
commercialism of the divinity of the first part is 
unmistakable. What we see here is the 
commodification of the African diviner in present 
day capitalist America. The cataloguing of his deeds 
and feats is foregrounded by a sense of mechanical 
repetitiveness and exhaustion. It completely misses 
the vitality and ritualism of the African diviner and 
the Voudoun shaman.  
The diviner and the shaman is, for sure, there deeply 
repressed in Soaphead's personality. Their traces 
resurface in the dialogism of his behavior and speech. 
The effaced ritualism of the language he uses to 
address Pecola betrays the shaman and diviner in his 
figure. This is inherent in the quality of his verbal 
response to Pecola's request: "I can do nothing for 
you, my child. I am not a magician. I work only 
through the Lord. He sometimes uses me to help 
people. All I can do is offer myself to Him as the 
instrument through which he works. If He wants your 
wish granted, He will do it.” (Bluest Eye 158) In 
spite of the deep Christian note, the hybridity of this 
speech is clear and loud. The deity, referred to as 
'He', is the Christian Lord but Soaphead is not a 
Christian priest. He identifies himself with the 
African or West indies diviner and shaman, a 
medium through him the high powers communicate 
with human world. However, Morrison is too 
complex novelist to allow this full play. She 
downplays this strand in Soaphead's figure while 
maintaining it simultaneously to highlight the 
ambivalence through the ironic: “We must make, ah, 
some offering, that is, some contact with nature. 
Perhaps some simple creature might be the vehicle 
through which He will speak. Let us see.” (Bluest 
Eye 158)  Soaphead invokes primitive cults rites but 
his earnestness is highly questionable. Does he 
meanly manipulate Pecola to murder the old dog 
Bob? This is in violent contradiction of the deep 
genuine sympathies that Soaphead shows for Pecola, 
notably, when she asked him for the blue eyes and in 
his letter to God. He was earnestly moved by her 
dilemma: "For the first time he honestly wished he 
could work miracles. Never before had he really 
wanted the true and holy power—only the power to 
make others believe he had it. It seemed so sad, so 
frivolous, that mere mortality, not judgment, kept 
him from it. Or did it?" Such genuine feelings may 
contradict what the reader takes to be deception on 
the part of Soaphead in the offering case. Yet, it is a 
direct admission of his inability to perform Pecola's 
request. But, once again, this admission is in direct 
contradiction with his outcry in his letter to God: "I, I 
have caused a miracle. I gave her the eyes. I gave her 
the blue, blue, two blue eyes. Cobalt blue. A streak of 
it right out of your own blue heaven." (Bluest Eye 
163) Probably this is the locus of the reader's 
hesitation and, simultaneously, the threshold to exit 
this hesitation. The natural option for the reader is to 
weigh these two statements and search for textual and 
contextual clues for probation.  
 The reticential interior monologue of the former 
statement is eclipsed by the scripted textuality of the 
letter, making the miracle in question to be 'caused' 
rather than ' performed'. Causation presupposes the 
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agentive and the instrumental whereas performance 
presupposes the performer as the originator. So, 
Soaphead is not an originator of Pecola's miracle but 
he is a catalyst for Pecola to believe that she had her 
miracle of blue eyes. Morrison provides important 
clues in the former two contradictory statements by 
Soaphead to support this conclusion. The unexpected 
tag question "Or did it?" (Bluest Eye 158) forces the 
reader to bracket the part on Soaphead's desire for 
'holy power' as a desire to perform rather than being 
an instrument for this performance. Because 
Soaphead defines performance by effect rather than 
by materiality of the act itself the parenthetical 
structure is used to rephrase divine performance as 
hinging on the recipient's belief in the performer's 
ability to perform miracles rather than in the material 
happening of the miracle. The tag question, which 
behaves like a rhetorical question, caps this logic by 
refuting the hold of mortality and judgement, as 
markers of human limitation, on Soaphead. Soaphead 
reasserts this logic at the end of his famous 
ejaculation when he qualifies his 'causing a miracle':  
"No one else will see her blue eyes. But she will. And 
she will live happily ever after. I, I have found it meet 
and right so to do." (Bluest Eye 164) This is another 
way to say that what he calls a 'miracle' has no 
material manifestation. It strictly applies to 
Soaphead's   ability to nourish Pecola's conviction 
that he can do miracles. Such conviction is essentially 
born out of Pecola's despair and nourished by 
Soaphead's manipulation of 'dread' and the 
ceremonial rites of the primitive religious cults. 
 However, this argument soon finds its assertion in 
Soaphead's closing of his letter: " You see? I, too, 
have created. Not aboriginally, like you, but creation 
is a heady wine, more for the taster than the brewer." 
(Bluest Eye 164) Soaphead's notion of creation is 
closely modelled on the romantic conception of the 
poet as holy creator. The romantics believed in the 
divine power of the poet to reconstruct reality 
through the power of imagination and language, as 
Coleridge spells it out in his characterization of 
imagination as 'esemplastic' in nature. The poet, for 
the romantics, is a visionary and seer who is endowed 
with divine gifts of the imagination. The wine 
metaphor of creation is romantic in appeal as it 
epitomizes the sense of ecstasy underlying the act of 
creation, whether divine or imaginative. What is at 
stake is a completely different level of reality that can 
only be perceived either through divine power or 
divine-like sense of spiritual awareness. Soaphead 
uses the wine metaphor to defend his sense of 
creation which he takes to rival that of God. He 
believes that it is the effect rather than the artifact 
that matters most. Soaphead's approach, here, is 
phenomenological which affects a relocation of the 
locus of the supernatural from divinity or higher 
powers to human conviction and perception. This has 
two-folded bearings on the reader's ultimate 
resolution of the sense of hesitation attendant on the 
fantastic. First, the reader has reached a point where 
the materiality of Soaphead's miracle is ultimately 
negated. Second, paradoxically enough, the act of 
creation as caused by Soaphead still holds, at least for 
the reader, because Pecola, the subject of 
creation/miracle, is completely absent from the scene. 
This absence is quite functional as it jars the reader's 
complete resolution of the fantastic. Although there is 
no miracle in the supernatural sense of the word, the 
reader accepts that the now absent Pecola is 
experiencing the effect of this miracle but with no 
definite or clear grasp of how or what.  
The delay of the appearance of Pecola after this 
episode till the ending of the novel is deliberately 
employed by Morrison to sustain the reader's unstable 
resolution of hesitation. When Pecola appears the 
scene is highly minimalist: the girl is gazing at her 
new blue eyes in the mirror while talking with a 
friend. The critical reception of this narrative 
situation rationalizes the scene as an instance of 
Pecola's ensuing madness. Almost all readings 
offered on this scene abound with such psychological 
terms as split-personality, schizophrenia, 
hallucination, mirror stage, trauma,…etc.(Chiefly; 
Bloom,2, Gibson,89, Kuenz,106)  This means that 
the critics, as readers, may have experienced the 
fantastic briefly and resolved it into the uncanny or, 
alternatively, carried their former exit in the uncanny 
over to this scene as an after affect.  
Although each of these two scenarios should account 
for the consensus on the madness rationalization, 
each scenario presupposes a totally different textual 
politics in regard to the reader's horizon of awareness. 
The narrative gap after the Soaphead episode is 
crucial to the reader's exit of the hesitation attendant 
upon the fantastic. This narrative gap as silence is 
meant to push the reader further into the pursuit of 
reading as interpretation rather than reception. The 
gap precipitates into ways: the gap, on the one hand, 
narrates the tragic rape of Pecola by her own father 
provides a strong incentive for the reader to read the 
last fantastic moment as one of madness and 
hallucination. On the other hand, this same reader is 
'forced' to push things further back in the novel in 
search for a context that fits with the madness 
rationalization. The Soaphead episode does not hold 
long for such a context because this episode seems 
more farcical than realistic where the 'blue eyes' 
miracle is not the bone of contention as much as the 
egotistical and sick personality of Soaphead. One 
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such context that adequately serves the reader's 
madness rationalization is the first time ever that 
Pecola thought of having a pair of 'blue eyes' as a 
solution to her dilemma: "Each night, without fail, 
she prayed for blue eyes. Fervently, for a year she 
had prayed… Thrown, in this way, into the binding 
conviction that only a miracle could relieve her, she 
would never know her beauty. She would see only 
what there was to see: the eyes of other 
people.(Bluest Eye 45) 
But the problem with such context is that it violates 
the second condition of the fantastic, namely; the 
absence of symbolic and allegorical interpretation. 
The above extract establish the the 'blue eyes' as an 
objective correlative to 'beauty' in Pecola's mind. 
Consequently, the final mirror scene would intice, at 
least, the sophisticated reader to dig deep for a Snow 
White Mirror intertextuality. Like in the 1937 Disney 
classic Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs the 
socially demonized Pecola mimics the Evil Queen 
and her famous line “Magic mirror, on the wall – 
who is the fairest one of all?" and, hence, the 
superlative 'bluest' as synonymous in Pecola's mind 
with 'fairest'. The attending friend in this perspective 
is less a projected hallucination than the mirror's 
persona, in Disney's adaptation, which is named 
“Slave in the Magic Mirror.” This textual echo is 
deeply grounded in both intertextuality and history 
for the Walt Disney cinematic adaptation of Snow 
White in Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs was first 
released in 1937 which is the exact heart of the 
novel’s timescape. That movie was immensely 
popular that it became a cultural marker of the late 
1930s and, therefore, there is no reason to counter the 
suggestion that Pecola was conjuring this movie as a 
willful recoil into self-emulation. 
But such a reading can only occur as an after affect to 
the uncanny exit of the hesitation of the fantastic 
moment. The reader has to resolve his/her hesitation 
into rationalization before stepping in the threshold of 
symbolic and allegorical interpretation. So far the 
only available rationalization that this scene is the 
product of Pecola's hallucinations is less an act of 
cognitive processing on part of the reader than a 
response to his/her desire to 'tame' a textual 
'ambivalence.' For Morrison has crafted a piece of 
highly realistic dialogue that is quite resistive to 
interpretation but remains at the same time a natural 
extension of the novel's chaotic narration. This results 
in 'ambivalence,' in Bhabha's sense of the word, 
which simultaneously advertises and effaces its 
'double articulation.' At one moment Pecola's new 
blue eyes are genuine but the next moment this 
readerly allusion is soon dissipated in what amount to 
a deconstructive deferral.  
The extended dialogue is designed skillfully to 
distract the reader's attention from the issue of 
credibility to more immediate issues of narrative 
exposure. The dialogue commences in medias res 
with the usual humdrum of everyday life:  
How many times a minute are you going to look 
inside that old thing? 
I didn’t look in a long time. 
You did too— 
So what? I can look if I want to. 
I didn’t say you couldn’t. I just don’t know why you 
have to look every minute. They aren’t going 
anywhere. (Bluest Eye 171) 
 
With the absence of names and internal perspective 
this give and take is a mere girlie talk and the final 
'they' may be any beauty ornament, say a pair of ear-
rings, but a new pair of blue eyes.  
However, it is only when one of the speakers mention 
Mr. Soaphead that we automatically identifies the 
speaker to be Pecola and that this dialogue really 
happens, temporally speaking, after the first 'fantastic' 
scene. This automatic relapse into identification 
would inevitably lead the reader to guess the second 
speaker's identity. The first candidate choice would 
be Claudia McTeer because she is the only child 
narrator in the novel and that she is Pecola's friend. 
Most importantly, her sympathetic, and retorting, 
tone is strongly reminiscent of Claudia the narrator.  
But the text soon effaces this surmise: 
No. Really. You are my very best friend. Why didn’t 
I know you before? 
You didn’t need me before. 
Didn’t need you? 
I mean…you were so unhappy before. I guess you 
didn’t notice me before.                      (Bluest Eye 
174) 
 
The reader's adjusts his/her expectations by trying to 
fit Maureen for Pecola's attendant. The behavior of 
the attendant girl echoes at times Maureen's behavior 
when she first met Pecola and escorted her with the 
McTeer daughters. Maureen's sudden and surprising 
gesture of friendliness to Pecola and, most 
importantly, her desire to hear from Pecola about her 
'naked' father find their echoes in the attendant's 
gesture of friendship and her insistence to hear about 
Pecola's rape by her father. But, once more, the 
reader's expectations are thwarted when the attendant 
asks Pecola: 
Do you like Maureen? 
Oh. She’s all right. For a half-white girl, that 
is..(Italics in original) (Bluest Eye 175) 
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 As if Morrison is trying hard to 'ambivalize' the 
attendant's identity. But soon the question of the 
attendant's identity melt down under the impact of 
Pecola's tragic disclosures of her repeated rape by her 
father and how everybody is ignoring her very 
existence. Probably, the reader's motivation to push 
for a psychological rationalization of Pecola's 
behavior in this dialogue. The reader's inability to 
identify Pecola's attendant and the tragic impact of 
her revelations cause the reader to reconfigure the 
whole dialogue through a recoil into the early 
resolved 'fantastic' hesitation of the blue eyes miracle. 
That means the reader is forced to read, rather than 
process, this dialogue in the light of the Soaphead 
scene which would lead the reader further into the 
direction of the uncanny. The reader focalizes 
Pecola's traumatic experience primarily for the aim of 
negating the materiality of the attendant friend and 
not vice versa as the mainstream of literary criticism 
of The Bluest Eye advocates. Schizophrenia, split-
personality, or whatever psychoanalytical epithet 
may be used to denote Pecola's psychological 
disorder, are essentially frames to rationalize, rather 
than interpret, the dialogue's inherent 'ambivalence.' 
This is the inevitable result of the reader's innate 
desire for fixation of meaning and cathartic closure. 
The dialogue itself is torn between a desire to bring 
to completion Pecola's narrative and, simultaneously, 
undermine its teleologies. Her confessional voice of 
guilt and reticence over her father's rape and her 
subsequent fate fill in the narrative gaps that 
Morrison deliberately left behind in Pecola's 
narrative. But by bringing voice to these textual 
silences Morrison risks destabilizing her narrative 
boundaries by giving materiality to Pecola's newly 
acquired blue eyes not as an object of desire but as a 
cultural artifice: 
 Prettier than Alice-and-Jerry Storybook eyes? 
 Oh, yes. Much prettier than Alice-and-Jerry 
Storybook eyes. (Bluest Eye 181) 
 
Her blue eyes transcend, at least textually, the 
cultural subtext of the Alice-and-Jerry frame of the 
novel. And this transcendence is the final step in the 
deconstruction of this subtext in the epigraphical 
introduction of the novel and its Finnegan's Wake-
like chapters' titles. The omission of spaces among 
words and punctuation in the second and third 
repetition of this extract from the famous Dick-and-
Jane Primer and chapters' titles is meant to efface 
'difference' as source of uniqueness in Pecola's world. 
Alternatively, Pecola's obsession and worries over 
her eyes are stated in comparative and superlative 
terms as if they exist but needs to be appreciated 
comparatively where 'difference' is invoked as the 
basis of uniqueness. "Really, truly, bluely nice?" 
(Bluest Eye 173) screams her attendant desperately to 
the infinitude of Pecola's metaphysics of blueness. 
Mere blue color for Pecola is no longer a signifier of 
difference/or its lack.  Hence, Pecola's final desperate 
cry for the ultimate 'blueness': "Please. If there is 
somebody with bluer eyes than mine, then maybe 
there is somebody with the bluest eyes. The bluest 
eyes in the whole world." (Bluest Eye 183) Blueness 
does not materialize here as a metaphor because 
Pecola's dissemination of this attribute becomes a 
myth of origins in search of the ultimate floating 
signifiers in the teleological order of things in her 
world. Blueness and blue eyes function in a manner 
reminiscent of the Jamesian figure in the carpet, a 
thwarted signifier denied the privilege of 
signification into metaphoricity but remains too 
amorphous to materialize into an object of 
intentionality.  
With this at stake, the reader is no longer confined in 
the textual space of the fantastic as he/she is forced to 
negotiate the ethics of representation rather than the 
represented. Reader's response is actively subverted 
from 'being' to 'existence' in the phenomenological 
sense of the term. The reality of the new blue eyes is 
by now beyond question. Attention, instead, is 
focused on the teleological nature of their existence 
because blue eyes in Pecola's world are attributes 
rather than bodily properties in the material sense of 
the word. Like any attribute, Pecola's blue eyes can 
only exist as a phenomenon in the context of 
Pecola's, and the reader's, awareness. This is affected 
by the relocation of the blue eyes in question from 
the realm of biology into culture. The subtle textual 
investment in Pecola's blue eyes, more specifically in 
her desire to 'own' them, commodifies the blue eyes 
as an object of cultural articulation where the 
question of their material 'being' becomes of no 
consequence in the process of reading. The best, and 
probably the only possible, option available to the 
reader, at this point, is to suspend judgement rather 
than trying to opt for an exit from the state of 
undecidability.  
Although the uncanny can never affect a real exit 
from the fantastic, generations of readers preferred to 
rationalize the fantastic scenes in The Bluest Eye 
because their existence in the text violates its very 
genre expectations. Hesitation persists in the reader's 
mind long after the assumed resolution of the 
fantastic occurs because human mind can never 
accept ambivalence as it works through binary 
oppositions only. Reader's response to the fantastic in 
The Bluest Eye is shaped by an either/or 
binarism,i.e., either accept the supernatural or 
rationalize it according to the logic of the reader's, 
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not the text's, world-view. But Morrison's fantastic 
destabilizes this binarism by obliterating textual 
boundaries between what is realistic and what is 
represented. The reader may force his way out of the 
act of hesitation when faced with the fantastic in The 
Bluest Eye by asserting his/her own world-view. Yet, 
it is there deeply buried in language and human 
cognition of it as a trace or echo in the very response 
of the reader.   
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